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Summary 



/ School aid for next year is going up by $850 million, or 7.8 percent, bringing total aid up to 
nearly $12 billion. Other than the RESCUE program and teacher support aid, the Governor’s 
vetoes did not have much effect on school aid. The aid shown on computer runs, and last 
year’s initiatives in early childhood education and building maintenance are all still there. 

/ RESCUE would have provided an additional $500 million in funding for school facilities 
over four years; it is unfortunate that this program was vetoed given the critical needs in this 
area. Restoration should be considered in conjunction with improvements in the originally 
enacted program, including mandate relief measures such Wicks reform and asbestos 
remediation. 

/ The RESCUE legislation also contained a number of new inspection requirements and 
capital planning improvements, many of which respond to conditions described in the 
Comptroller’s reports on school facilities. These changes were unaffected by the veto. 

/ Unfortunately, there was absolutely no reform of the complex and unfair maze of aid 
formulas currently in use. After many years of manipulation, the school finance system is a 
garbled mess. School aid should be allocated in a way that makes sense, and a reformed 
system should eliminate the many “spend-to-get” formulas which reward spending increases 
and penalize efficiencies. 

/ One of the contributing factors to the complexity is the desire to announce something new 
each year. This year “Operating Standards Aid,” is touted as responding to the need for 
higher standards. Although it will provide $82 million statewide, this new formula is 
composed of an array of “factors,” none of which have anything to do with standards. For 
many districts, the allocation is almost ludicrous next to the enormous task they will face. 
The real solution to supporting high standards is to have an aid formula that meets high 
standards itself — standards of fairness, equity, simplicity and efficiency. 

/ STAR goes into effect this year, providing dramatic tax relief for seniors, who will get their 
exemptions fully implemented. Other exemptions begin to phase in next year. STAR is a 
state-mandated, state-specified property tax relief entitlement for homeowners. 

/ STAR is not aid for education. It doesn’t provide resources for schools to meet higher 
standards, or help to equalize resource disparities among districts. In fact, it is distributed in 
a pattern essentially opposite to school aid. Comptroller’s financial reports will show STAR 
as state supported tax relief, not as aid to education. 

/ To ensure that school districts are not harmed by the delayed receipt of STAR payments, the 
State should reimburse school districts for interest losses and borrowing costs; school 
districts should also be allowed to carry higher fund balances. 
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School Aid 



The enacted budget provides a school year aid increase of $85 1 .3 million (+7.8 percent), 
bringing total school aid to $1 1 .8 billion. On a school year basis, this increase is $333 million greater 
than the Executive’s proposed $518 million. 1 Computer runs distributed to school districts at the 
time of budget enactment show a total statewide increase in aid of $740 million, which remains in 
place after vetoes; this figure, however, does not include increases under some of the programs 
enacted with last year’s budget, such as full-day kindergarten and pre-kindergarten incentive aids and 
the new minor maintenance aid and building aid formula enrichments. 

The general school aid package signed into law is essentially the same as that enacted by the 
Legislature, with two major exceptions. The RESCUE school facilities program (REbuild SChools 
to Uphold Education) and teacher support aid were both vetoed. The RESCUE veto does not affect 
1998-99 school aid, and is discussed further below, under facilities. The veto of teacher support aid 
eliminates a $67.5 million aid program supporting teacher compensation in the Big 5 cities. 
Executive Budgets for several years have proposed elimination of this program, and this year the 
legislative budget would have not only restored it, but also added $10 million. The elimination of 
this aid category has varying impacts among the Big 5 cities, depending upon the contractual 
agreements in place: in Buffalo, Rochester and Syracuse, it is probable that the portion of 
compensation this aid previously covered will have to be picked up by increased local taxes, but in 
New York City and Yonkers teacher compensation may be reduced by the veto. 

Most of the Executive’s education vetoes (in number of items) were outside of the general 
school aid categories, including some programs available statewide and others going to particular 
districts. Among these, the largest items vetoed were teacher mentor intern programs and teacher 
centers. The teacher mentor intern program veto eliminates the state funding for the program, which 
totaled $20 million in the 1997-98 school year. The teacher centers veto blocked a planned doubling 
of the state funding for this program, which will continue to receive $10 million on a school year 
basis. A variety of small adds to other programs and many items directed to specific school districts 
were vetoed. 

An Absence of Reform 

Unfortunately, the large school aid increase was provided without any real reform of the 
formulas, which are now even more complex than ever. Although formula changes were made that 



'The $850 million school year increase compares to the legislative budget’s proposed increase in general 
aid categories of approximately $925 million (with teacher support aid), the legislative budget also included a 
number of other grants for specific programs and school districts which provided an overall increase in excess of 
$950 million. However, the discussion in this section is primarily directed to the general school aid categories 
covered under the $850 million increase and the RESCUE program. The school aid figures discussed here are 
always presented on a school year basis rather than a state fiscal year basis, and thus do not match those provided on 
a fiscal year basis elsewhere in this report, particularly those on the additions to the Executive Budget and the 
impact of the vetoes. 
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